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concerns presentation processing of a document, operator interface processing, and screen saver 
display processing. 

Applicant's invention reduces the time required to complete the comparison of two 
sources of code or text. Time is reduced by configuring two files for rapid comparison. The files 
are configured for rapid comparison by removing blank spaces from the code of all of the lines to 



be compared and also by attaching a control 



to the beginning of each line of code in each of the 



two sources prior to being compared. The two files arc then compared to determine additions, 
deletions, and changes* The method (Gcoup I) is computer implemented and the method is 
embodied in a comparison and a compression program in the apparatus claims (Groups 11 and 



111). Therefore, all three groups are properly 



related in one invention. 



I 

The examiner cited four reasons that the three groups are distinct. However, the 
examiner has not established a prima facie case that the claims in the three groups arc distinct. 

! co 

As discussed further below, each of the examiner's four stated reasons fail to establish a prima CD 
facie case for restriction. ! 

j r* 

process of comparing two files can be practiced by another materially different apparatus such as 

CP 



comparing two files within the same database. In applicant's invention a new compressed string jyj; 
and an old compressed string are compared, and the process of creating the compressed strings is ^ 
common to each invention. Claim 18 recites a new file and an old file io the same storage 
medium, and Claim 25 recites a new file and an old file that are both in a "second storage 



medium." Therefore, the examiner has 



not explained how the groups differ based upon 



"comparing two files within the same database 



! 
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Second, the examiner states LhaL in regard to II and III, the combination aus claimed does 
not require the particulars of the subcombination as claimed because the subcombination requires 
a network environment, and the subcombination has a separate utility such as comparing the files 
for synchronization across the network. Claim 25 recites a first computer, having a first storage 
medium, and a second computer, having a second storage medium, connected by a network. The 

i 

new file and the old file are located in the second storage medium and the compression and 
comparison programs arc located in the firsjt storage medium, The examiner has not explained 
how this arrangement achieves a separate utility such as comparing the files for synchronization 
across the network, nor how this results in patentably distinct inventions. 

Third, the examiner states that the indentions have acquired a separate status in the ait as 
shown by their different classifications, ijpplicant asserts that the examiner has improperly 
classified the invention, and that the examiner has improperly characterized the invention as sel 
forth in the above discussion. 

i 

Fourth, the examiner states that the search required for Group III is not required for 

i 

Group I or II. Claim I compares a plurality of sources from a new file and an old file using a 
compressed string. Claim 18 compares a nejw file compressed string and an old file compressed 
string in a storage medium. Claim 25 compares a new file and an old file in a "second storage 
medium" while the compression and comparison programs reside in a second storage medium 

connected to the first storage medium by a network. In each of these claims, the basic process is 

i 
i 

the same, whether claimed alone as a method or as embodied in a compression and a comparison 
program, and a new file and an old file are compared using the process. Therefore, the examiner 
has not explained how a search would be required for Group 01 that is not required for Group 1 
and IT. . ! 
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For Lhe foregoing reasons, applicant submits that restriction is improper, and that 



examination should proceed on all claims. 



Respectfully .submitted, 





Rudolf W. Siegesmund 
Registration No. 37,720 
Suite 2000 

4627 N. Central Expressway 
Dallas, Texas 75205-4017 
214-528-2407 
FAX 214-528-2434 
Attorney for Applicant 
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